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ABSTRACT .
A study investigated the effects of teacher nonverbal
immediacy and strategy type on college students' likelihood of
resisting teacher strategies for gaining compliance. Subjects were
629 undergraduate students randomly assigned to four separate
conditions. They responded to four written scenarios that reflected
the variables of teacher immediacy (immediate and nonimmediate) and
behavior alteration strategy (prosocial or antisocial). Results
indicated that the relative effectiveness of a prosocial or
antisocial strategy type may be contingent on teachers' nonverbal
immediacy. Specifically, students reported greater likelihood of
resistance to those strategies which were asynchronous with teacher
immediacy. An immediate teacher who employed prosocial strategies was
resisted less than an immediate teacher who used antisocial
techniques. Conversely, a nonimmediate teacher who emnloyed prosocial
techniques was resisted more than a nonimmediate teacher who used
antisocial strategies. Based on these results, immediate teachers
should probably continue to employ prosocial techniques for
compliance, but nonimmediate teachers should avoid the use of
prosocial strategies. Extended research should consider additional
student behaviors and techniques representative of prosocial and
antisocial types as well as the influence of other situational or
relaticnal factors on potential student resistance. Seven pages of
references are included. The four scenarios are descriked in Table 1
(appended). (SRT) -
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Abstract

This study investigated the effects of teacher nonverbal immediacy
and strategy type on college students’ likelihood of resisting teacher
compliance—gaining attempts. Employing a 2 X 2 design.: students were
d to indicate their likelihood of complying to teacher demands in

ask
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ho used pr
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one of the following scenarios: An immediate teach r

a nonimmediate teacher

(or antisocial) behavior alteration techniques

either strategy type. Predicting an interaction, results

o

who wuse
confirmed that students were less 1likely to resist an immediate teacher
who employed prosocial techniques, but more likely taoa resist an
immediate teacher who used antisocial techniques. In cantrast, students

reported greater resistance to a ronimmediate teacher employing

prosocial techriques; but less resistance to a nomimmediate teacher who

used antisocial techniques. Students’ locus of control, gender,; and
Class ranking were nonsignificanrnt covariates. Findings were interpreted

in terms of the interaction and the overwhelming influence of teacher

nonverbal immediacy on students® decisions to resist orF comply.
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on College Student Resistance

Teachers’ nonverbal immediacy has been linked repeatedly to

‘<

student’s affective learning in the classroeom. Guided by the immediac
principle that "people are drawn toward persons and things that they
like, evaluate highly, and prefer; and they avoid or move away from
things they dislike, evaluate negatively, or do not prefer" (Mehrabian,
1971, p- 1), researchers have cansistently identified immediate
teachers to be associated with positive student affect {Andersen, 1975
Andersens Norton, & Nussbaum, 19813 Kearney, Plax, & Wendt-Wasco, 1985;

roskey, 1984) . Students repart that immediate teachers
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like them or evaluate them highly. In turn, students predictably
reciprocate positive affect toward their more immediate instructors. In
other words; ronverbal immediacy cues are a valid and reliable indicator
of a communicator’s affect (Mehrabianms 19&67).

Moreover, the particular strategies or Behavior Alteration
Techniques employed to gain student compliance are associated with
students’ affect as well. In a number of studies students reported

higher evaluations of teachers who communicated positive, prosocia

ot

easons for compliamce as opposed to those teachers who relied o

-

punishment=based, antisocial techniques ({MECroskey, Richmond, Plax, &

Kearney, 19833 Plax; Kearney, McCroskey, & Richmond, 198B&). These

From a classroom management perspective, however, gaining affect is

nizi

i

g that

o
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secondary to gaining students’ on-task compliance. Reco

o
o

tudents’ academic engagement time is the single bes predictor of

I

O
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cagnitive learning {Denham & Liebsrman, 198035 McGarity & & -

Rosenshine, 1979 Eamuélg & Turnure, 19743 Woolfslk & McCi ~= Nizr 3l

1984), effective classroom managers are respansible for = i ti-: &
maintaining students’ on-task behaviors (Emmer & Evertsorm, 7°81). CoeEy

though a number of theorists argue that postive student ., Te-t : ~ow.ld

promote on—task compliance or increased cogni

m-m .

tive learrir. ‘L Llfolk &

McCune-Nicolich. 1984), several studies point to discrepgx: .~ i this

presumed relationship. Far instance, Peck and Veldman (1973 faw.nd that

teachers who were rated the least interesting or pleasant were those who
were most sucecessful in promoting student cognitive learnin

Similarly, Abrami, Perry and Levanthal (1982) reported that the most

popular teachers ware not those who helped students learn more.

Consequently, we cannot readily assume that those variables which

It

promote student affect will alsoc be assoc

compliance.

ated with student or=task

Of primary concern to this investigation was the interaction

between teacher nonverbal affect-gaining behaviors and verbal
compliance-gaining strategies on students’ reported resistance.

Manipulating levels of teacher immediacy (immediate vs. nonimmediat

and strategy type {presocial vs, antisoecial behavior alteratio

techniques);s this project was designed to investigate students’
likelihood of resistance to college teacher demands of an—-task

campliance. Impartant to explaining this effects the following review

Y

eéxplicates the role o

nonverbal, relational messages in the assignment

of meaning to verbal, cantent messages in communication exchanges.

Moreover,; an examination of student expectations of teacher consistency

as well as perceptions of differential bases of paower provide the
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reasoning behind students’® reactions to inconsistent verbal and

ve approach or avoidance.

[

nonverbal messages of affect

Nonverbal messages serve to define the nature of the interpersonal
relationship between communicators (Watzwalick, Beavin, & Jackson,
1967). Relational messages not only assist in the interpretation of the
verbal or content messages exchanged, but also guide cemmunicators’
decisions about subsequent conduct within the relationship (Burgoon,

Buller, Hale, and deTurek; 1984, p. 351). Defined as physical ar

psychological closeness, naonverbal immediacy signals relational
perceptions of approach, friendliness, warmth, and interpersonal

€loseness. In contrast, nonimmediacy communicates avoidance, dislike,
coldness and interpersornal distance. Andersen,; Andersen and Jensen
(197%) identified the following nanverbal behaviors as indicative of
immediacy: Positive head nods, smiles,’ eye contact, vocal

expressiveness, overall body movements and purposeful gestures, direct,

n

relaxed and open body positionss and close physical distances.
Validating the relational interpretation of immediacy behaviors, Burgoon
et al, (1984) Taound that a number of immediacy cues (proxemic distance,

semiling, and eye contact) were important determinants of observers®

n

perceptiaons of conversants?® interpersoral closeness.
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Without égcepticn, the research on teacher imme
affect has demonstrated a substantial, positive assaciation. These
results have been replicated in séééndafy and college classes (Andersen,
1279; Andersen, Nortaon & Russbaum, 198135 Kearney, FPlax; Wendt-Wasco,
19843 McDowell,; McDowell & Hyerdahl, 1980, Plax, Kearney, MeCroskey &
Riehmoend, 198635 Rodgers & McCroskey,; 1984), across divergent course
content (Kearney et al., 1985), and in modified mastery and traditional

~ourse structures (Andersen, 1979; Kearney et al., 1985). Not only deo

[
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students indicate liking teachers who are more immediate, but they also
report that immediate teachers 1like them as well (Chaiken, Gillen,

Derlega, Heinemn & Wilson, 1278). Consequently, teachers who havszs

ir students are more likely to be immediate

m\

pogitive feelings acout the
and in turns; sStudents are more likely to respond reciprocally to those
teachers (Plax et al.; 1986).

figness to comply

e

Reciprocity should be reflected in students’ willi
or resist immediate or nonimmediate teachers’ attempts to gain student

tance

[

orn—task campliance. While the immediacy/compliance or resi
relationship has not been examined directly, researchers have reported

that particular nonverbal immediacy cues are more likely to positively

affect students’® cognitive 1learning (Driscoll, 197835 Kaufman, 19753

Richmond, Gorham, & HMcCraoskey, 19861, recall, attentiveness, and
inivolvement in classroom activities (Bettencourt; Gillet, Gall, & Hull,

19833 Otteson & Ottesons 1980) . Woolfolk & Braoks (1985) further
speculate that teachers’ nonverbal behaviers may play a major role in
establishing and maintaining student cooperation im the classroom.
Finding that teacher verbal and nonverbal cues of disapproval were
associated with higher rates of student off-task behaviors, Nafpaktitis,

that approval behaviors of head
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appear to operate as reinforcers of

[a]
T

nodding, smiling, amd ftouchin

pret, teacher immediacy cues signal ta

on—-task behaviers. To reinterpr
Students that on-task compliance is expected and valued in their
affectively—-based relationship.

At this point, we might conclude that immediate teachers will be
resisted less than nonimmediate teachers. Further evidence suggests
that a wmain effect for strategy use is also warranted. That is, both

elementary and secondary teachers report that prosocial techniques ares

v
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(Kearney, Plax, Richmond, & McCroskey, 19B4, 1985). Similarly, College
students reported a greater likelihood of resistance to teachers
antisocial strategies (Plax, Kearney, Downs, & Stewarts in press).
Haowaver, verbal messages of control may be mediated by teachers’
nonverbal relational messages of immediacy or nonimmediacy. Bath

college and secendary students’ reports of their teachers’ immediacy and

tiomal effect,; at

[11]

behavior alteration technique use confirmed this medi
least for students® affect (Flax et al.. 1984&). Specificallys teacher
strategy use was found to be indirectly related to affect as a function
of student perceptions of teacher immediacy (Plax et al., 1986&6).

better predictor af students’ affect

o

Finding that immediacy was

than strategy type (Plax et al., 19856), these researchers alsoc noted

that students perceived their more immediate teachers to employ
primarily prosecial behavioral alteration techniques. In contrast,
their more nonimmediate teachers were perceived to rely on antisocial

technigues. Consistent with nonverbal relational cues of positive
affect, immediate teachers may be more prone to verbalize compliance
expectancies that communicsats prosecial, rewarding consequences to
on—-task compliance. Similarly, nonimmediate teachers who nonverbally
signal negative affect toward students may be more likely to rely on
punishment or antisocial strategies in their attempts to gain control.
Synchronous verbal and monmverbal messages of either positive or negative
affect then, should lead to student reciprocity in their response
orientations toward teacher demands. As a result, immediate teachers

who employ prosccial strategies may be more likely to gain student

\ILﬂ\

compliance, whereas, nonimmediate teachers whao use antisocial techniques

may be more likely to gain student resistance.

O
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Extending this explanation, it is reasonable to argue that
immediate and nonimmediate teachers occasionally communricate
inconsistent strategies far control. Teachers may alter their reliance

on a particular strategy type when faced with a potentially difficult

student, situation, or ideosyncratic mood changes (O’Hagan & Edmunds,

i%82). Taking into account that teachers”’ nonverbal immediacy or
nonimmediacy provides the "historical framework"” far interpreting a
particular message of control (Plax et al., 1986), students may be
predisposed to maintain their averall compliance or resistance
orientation, regardless’' of strategy type employed. However, when

expected expressions of immediacy (based an a history of experiences)

are disrupted with verbal statements of nonimmediacy (the wuse of
antisocial verbal compliance messages), resistance may result. We argue

then, that asynchronous verbal and nonverbal messages will prompt a
resistance response.
Reasoning that some adjustment or change might be expected any time

ant expression of immediacy is encountered (Patterson, 1973,

[ 0]

a devi
students may react to immediacy violations by resisting teacher demands.
This logic is a direct corrolary to the mandate for teacher consistency
evidenced in almost every book or pamphlet on classroom management and
discipline (Emmer, Evertson, Sanford, Clements, & Worsham, 19843
Evertsoen, Emmer, Clementss: Sanford, & Warsham, 198435 Woolfelk &

McCune-Nicolieh, 1984). In explanation, teacher consistency provide

students with reliable expectations of teacher behavior. As a result,
students learn to depend on predictable teacher responses to requlate
their own behavior (Weber, Crawford, Roff:; & Robinsan, 1983)

Validating this position, the consistent application of classroom

management strategies has been shown to discriminate effective from

9
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et al., 1984; Efvertsomm et

hs 1984). In the contex—t of

of consistency canbe arceguably

sage of compliance, Expoecting

& TfTrom immediate teacher== and

e teachers, expectacy vioElations may prampt

equent adaptations in the fcorm of resistance.

to asynchronous messages =+ control can be

ning students’® perceptions of the immediate

differential bases of powe=r.

1l variable, students must S erceive

fluence in corder togain commpliance (Kearney

Richmond, 1983; Raven & Kuglanski, 19703

). Recognizing that immedi ate teachers have

ctive relationships with their students,

them to have greater ~ eward

then, may be irmterpre

acceptable. Conversely, the-

e may lead students=

r influenc - potential

empts to employ rewsrd-base:-d strategies

example, nonimmediate teacBhers who seek to

ng that the students "will feel
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are likely to be met with less student resistance than rnariimmediate
teachers. With immediacy held constant, the use of prosocial strategies

Y = I less resistance) thanmn antisaocia

[

Lo

should be more effective (
sStrategies. Howevers the use of verbal strategies that are asynchronous

with teachers’ jmmediacy or nonimmediacy orientation may grompt more

student resistance than the wuse of verbal strategies that are
synchronous with teachers’ nonverbal immediacy. Positing this

interaction effect on students’ resistance, the following hypothesis was
generated:
There will be a significant interaction between college

teacher immediacy and strategy use on students’ likeli-

hood of resistance such that immediate teachers will be
resisted less when employing prosccial as opposed tao

antisocial strategies; but nonimmediate teachers will

be resisted more when using prosocial as opposed to
antisocial messages.
Understanding Students”’ differential responses te teacher

compliance-gaining attempts may, also require anm examination of relevant

student characteristics. A number of studies suggest that resistance
may be influenced by students’ locus of control. Defined as a
dispositional construct, locus of control distinguishes peaple arn the
basis of perceived controcl {(Lefcourt, 1982; Rotter, 19&4). Because
compliance is dependent on students?’ perceptions that the teacher has
influence potential (McCroskey & Richmond, 1983; Wheeless, Barraclough,
&% Stewart, 1983), externals, or those students who rely on "powerful
others"” {teachers) for contrel, may be mare )gampliant overall than

internals or those who depend on self for control. In addition, we

might suspect that externals will indicate greater compliance with

11
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prosocial or rEHaFﬁEbéseg strategies (Getter, 194663 Strickland, 1970)
and with immediate teachers or those agents with wham they have
established gaﬁitiwe personal relationships (Wheeless et al., 1983) .
Examining college siudents’ recall o6Ff teacher strategy use in the
€lassroom; Stewart; Kearney and Plax (1985) found that externals
perceived their teachers to employ significantly more control than did
intermnals. However ., these same researchers reported that lecus of
contrcl failed to be a significant mediator of students’ likelihood of
resistance to either pro or antisocial strategy type

Other research indicates that perceptions of teacher behavior are
influenced by students’ gender and year in school (Milgram, 19753
Weinstein,; Marshall, Brattesani, & Middlestadts 1?525.Heiﬁ5téiﬁ§ 1983) .
Stereotyped as more responsive and potentially less assertive than male

(Bems 1974; ierks=Stewart,; 1981), we might expect females to

=
T
m
m
e
[11]
)]
in
'
lw]

be more compliant. Finding that college freshmen report difficulty
adjusting to the self-discipline required for academic success (Nichols,

lass ranking to influence compliance or

n

1980), we might also suspect

resistance tendencies. However, Stewart et al. (1985) found that

The lack of empirical clarity inm the literature on the impact of
locus of control, gender and year in school on students’ resistance
toward teacher compliance attempts prompted the follaowing research
question:

Do locus of control, gender and year in school cowvary

[n]

social compliance-gaining attempts of immediate/non-—

-
Do
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Methods
Sub jects were 429 {(femal = 2351, male = 342 3& whao did nmot

indicate) undergraduate students enrolled in introductory commurnication

classes at a large Western university. Class sizes ranged from 25 to 45
students. The overall mean for vyear in college was 2.1 w th 35%

freshmen; 31% sophomores; 17% juniors; 13% seniors; and 5% who did not

i te. Courses sampled fulfilled general education reguirements

il

ndicsa

it

across the university and therefore, students represented a diversity aof

major fields.

Procedures
Four treatment conditions were created to assess students’

reactions to a particular college teacher scenario. In order to avoid

-

having intact classes within any cell, treatments were randomly assigned
within classes so that a relatively equal number of students responded

to the four separate conditions across classes. Consequently, students

responding to treatment 1 were 1363 145 to treatment 23 135 to treatment

\U"

33 and 144 to treatment 4. Students completed two packets of materials.

To minimize fatigue and test sensitization, the packets were
administered on two different occasions. The first packet included 1)

one of the four teacher scenarios, 2) an assessment of how willing

students would be to comply with the teacher’s request, 3) arn assescsment
of students’ perceptions of the teacher’s immediacy in the scenarios and
4) an assessment of students’ perceptions of the pro- or antisocialness

of the Behavior Alteration Messages employed by the teacher in the

particular scenario. (Assessments 3 and 4 provided data for treatment
checks). In responding te a specific scenario,; students were asked to

13
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"imagine yourself in the followin
distributed within the first two weeks of the semester so that responses
would not be confounded by the teacher’s behavior in the class where the
data were being collected. Students were told that the purpose of the

study was to exar
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The second packet was distributed within one month of the first.

This second packet included assessments of student sex, vear in college,
and students’® locus of control orientation. Code numbers were employed

to match the first and second questionnaires. In accordance with the

Human Subjects Committee requirementss; students were assured that their

s

~eflected the wvariables of teacher

“b

The four written scenarios
mediacy (immediate and nonimmediate) and behavior alteration messages
(prosocial BAMs and antisccial BAMs). Taken together, the combimation

aof wvariables resulted in the creation of four. different treatment

ies: 1) An immediate college teacher employing prosocial BAMs in

'l

scena

an attempt to stimulate student on-task caomplianze; 2) An immediate

eacher employing antisocial BAMs; 3) A nonimmediate teacher employing

ot

prosocial BAMs; and 4) a nonimmediate teacher employing antisocial Eéﬁg_

To stimulate perceptions of immediate and nonimmediate teachers,
scenarios were written to include nonverbal immediacy cues drawn from
the Behavior Immediacy Index and the Generalized Immediacy Index
(Andersen, 1979). These specific immediacy behaviors have been
validated in a number of investigations (Andersen, 1979; Andersen et
al.s 19795 Burgaon Et; al., 19843 Mehrabian, 19&7). Two pro and two
antisocial BAMs were imbedded in each of the appropriate scenarios.

BAMs were selected to represent those Behaviar Alteration Technigues

i4.
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(BATs) which reflect pro amd anti al EtFEtEQIES (Kearney et al.,

n addition, BAaTs were chosen that

il

1984, 19853 Plax et al., 198&).
stimulated 1likelihood of resistance/compliance with college students
(Plax et al., in press; Stewart et al., 1985). The two categories of

prosocial BATs included were "Immediate Reward from Behavior®" and

"Deferred Reward"; ategories were "Punishment

("1 ]
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o g
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from Teacher" and "Legitimate Teacher Autharity" (Kearrney et al.; 1584).
Treatment checks were made to substantiate the immediacy/menimmediacy
and the pro/antisocial BAT conditions.

In order to minimize additional potential confounding effects, four
criteria were considered when generating the scenarios. First,
scenarios were based on a college student off-=task behavior that

ssroom maﬁagemer‘it. Second, the specific

\w

teachers typically face in €l:
misbehavior was typical of a4 raoutine, observable event from the
student’s point of view. Thirds the off-task behavior was

characteristic of those that interfere with teacher goals of eliciting

cognitive learning. Fourth, the misbehavior was clearly presentable in
a short scenario in order to faciliate ready comprehension.
Insert Table 1 about here

criteria were met with the specific off-task prablem of

p
o

These particu
"consistently coming to class unprepared." Recogrnizing that the primary

function of both classroom managers and BATs is to increase academic
engagement time (McCroskey et al., 1985), consistently "coming to class

unprepared"” was an obvious operational definition of off—-task behavior.

Finally, no details we included in the scenrmarios which would type

1
m

either students or teachers within the scenarios by sex, social class or
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other status variables. These criteria were met throug
subsequently validated by several treatment checks. (5ee Table 1 for

the resulting scenarios employed).

College Student Resistance. Following each of the four treatment

Because no instrument was available to measure college students’
projected compliance/resistance, a 4~-item semantic differential—-type

=3=1
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scale was generated. Employing
resistance and 7=more resistance), students responded to the following

scale: Willing-Unwilling, Improbable-Probable; Unlikely-Likely, and

n

A

Would-Would Not. Factor analysis confirmed a single factor saluti

with all items loading above .80 on the first unrotated factor.

Chronbach’s alpha estimate of internal reliability was .94.
Locus of Control. Students® internal-external orienmtations were

measured by Levenson’s (1974) 24-item, Likert-type 1locus of control

f control measures, the items on

[u]
o]
N

scale. In preference to other lecus
this scale (1) f%?eréﬁéé the individual respondent rather than people in
generals (8) are responded to on an interval scale rather thanm a
dichotemous, forced-choice scale typical of other locus of caontrol
measures; and (3) refer ta specific social or personal situations as

opposed to moare glabal coantexts (Levensaon; 1974, 1981). Even though

Levenson (1%974) argued that the scale measures three dimensions of

k]
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control (two dimensions of externality,
one dimension of internality), previous resgarch employing this indce=
failed to Tfind three separate factors {Stewart et al., 1985) .

Consistent with the findings of Stewart et al. and Rotter’s (12&&)
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original conceptualization of locus of control, & two-factor solution

tained with factor one consisting of both types ot

[0}

wWas o

externally-based locus of control items (Eigenvalue = 4.563, va-iance

accounted for = 19%4), while factor two was comprised of intermnally-based

items (Eigenvalue = 1.8B8. variance accounted for = 27%). The obtained

(™

et

interfactor correlation was .295. Reflecting externally worded items so
that higher scores indicated greater externality; alpha reliability was
estimated at .78 with a sample mean of 57.1 and a standard deviation of
10.21.

Results

A series of checks were conducted during the generation and
validation of the scenarios. First, adding to the final
preinvestigation prgéfiﬁg and editing of the scenarios, a group of
undergraduate students (N = 24) and a group of college teachers (N = §)
were asked to review each scenario, commenting on realism and
applicability of each criterion employed in treatment construction.
Reviewers were also asked to suggest any necessary revision. The final
four scenarios represent the inclusion of suggestions and the consen=zual
agreement among the reviewers.

Following this preliminary review process, a second check was
conducted with an additional group of college students (N = &£3), After
reading each scenarioc; subjects were asked to respond to a 3=item
semantic differential-type scale designed tc assesz “"imaginability" of
each situation. Employing a 1-7 response option,; students responded to

elievable-Unbelievables; Unlikely to
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m
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en—Likely to Happenj Easy to Imagine-Hard to Imagine. Lower scores

I
1]
Lo
O
]

17

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

il
'l
]
]
s
]

Resist

indicated greater realism or imaginability. Chronbach’s alpha estimate

ve .70, The obtained means

of internal reliability for each set was abo

for each scale confirmed the imaginability of each scenario (situation
1, X = 6.1 } situation 2, X = 5.5; situation 3, X = 4.8; situation 4, %
= 6.7) .

Included in the first survey packet were assessments of college
students’ perceptions of teacher immediacy/ronimmediacy in the
particular teacher portrayal as well as the perceived pra or
antisocialness of the BAMs. Students were asked to respond to a 4-item

semantic differential—-type scale by indicating their perceptians aof "the

overall teaching style of this instructor” for each of the following

items: Warm-Cold; Distant-Clase, Withdrawn—-Outg~ g, and
Open—-Restrained. With 7 indicating greater immedis y and 1,

nonimmediacy, a single factor solution was obtained with all items
loading above .20 on the first unrotated facter. Chrornbach’®s alpha

estimate ¢f internal reliability was .98.

=]
-
3
m
[0}
W

Results of the teacher immediacy/nonimmediacy check confi

successful manipulation. A one-way ANOVA across the conditionms was

significant (E = 774,47, df 3/55&6, eta™= H1l%, p < .00QO01). an

examination of the means (possible range 4 - 28) revealed that teachers
in both situations 1 (22.98) and 2 (24.5) were perceived as immediate,
whereas teachers in situations 3 (7.8) and 4 (7.8) were perceived as

Far the pro‘antisccial BAM assessments, students responded to a

Mﬂ

4—item semantic differential-type scale by indicating their perceptions

of "the strategies this teacher employed to get you to change vour

ERIC
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behaviaor” for each of the following items: Helpful=-Harmful;

Positive-Negative; Destructive-Constructives: and Purmishing-Rewarding. A

score of 7 indicated antisocial and 1, rosocial. A single factaor

P
ned with all items loading above .90 an the first

)
[
ot

solution was obt
unrotate ' factor. Chraonbach’s alpha reliability was estimated ~t .94.

Results of " a one-way ANOVA across treatments revealed significant

differences for strategy type (E = 158.94, df = 3/55&, p = .0001, eta =
48%) . However; follow—-up contrasts and an examimnation of the means
suggested that students were unable to accurately differentiate
antisocial from prosoccial BAMs for situations ! (immediates, antisocial =
1&6.48) and 4 (nonimmediate, prosocial = 16.17), but were able to
differentiate for situatioms 2 (immeciate. prosecial = 8.61) and 3
{ﬁanfmmediété‘ antisocial = 22.4), and situations 1 and &4 from
situations 2 and 3.

Suspecting that perceptions of %tfatégy type were influenced by the

imbedded teacher immediacy or nonimmediacy treatment, a follow-=up

_
b3

W
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n
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ot
m
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manipulation check separate sample of college

students (N = 358) responding to the strategies in isoclation. Employing
the same scale items noted abave, the result of a one-wa ANDVA for

Y
repeated measures confirmed a clear separation of the pro and anmtisoccial

treatment messages (E = 816.1, df = 3/180 , p < .0001). The BAMs and

their respective means were: Antisocial, "Because 1 told you to," 25.43
Antisocial, "I’11 lower vyour grade if vyou don’t", 25.4; Prosocial,
"Because it will help vyou later on in 1life <(or with upcoming
assigrments),"” &.6;3 and Prosocial, "You’ll find it a rewarding and
meaningful experience;" 7.2, Egnseq%Eﬁtly; the manipulated antisocial
BAMs were signif tly different from the prosocial BAMs.

-
ve)
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he statistical model employed to test the hypothesis and research

-—_

question was & regression-type 2 (teacher immediacy/nonimmediacy) X 2

(prosocial/antisocial BAMs) fixed effects analysis of covariance

(ANCOVA) with college students’ locus of control, student gender, and

year in college as the thres covariates. The criteriaon variable was
college student resistance to féaéher compliance attempts. Results
indicated that student locus of caontrol (E < 1, df = 1/515, p » .05+,
student gender (E = 1.7, df = 1/515, p * .05), and year in college (E =
2.9, df = ./515, p » .05) were rnormsignificant covariates. Therevare,

these particular student variables da nrot dppear to covary with student

resistance to immediate and ronimmediate teachers’ employment of either

antisocial or prosocial EAMS.™

In terms of the hypothesized disordinal interaction, the test of

the 2-way effect was significant (F = 9.21, df = 1/515, B < .01, sta® =
1%4). Follow-up comparisons employing Tukey’s test for unconfounded

indicated that student resistance for treatment 1 (immediate
teacher/antisocial BAMs, resistance X = B8.5) was significantly less than

was significantly less than treatment 3 (nornimmediate/antisoacial, X =
13.36) and then, significantly less than treatment 4
(nonimmediate/prosocial, X = 15.8). Thus, the hypothesis was supported.
Moreover, given the minimal amount of variance accounted for by the

interaction, an examination was made of the main effects for immediacy
(E = 199.67, df = 1/515, p < .001, eta® = 27%) and strategy type (FE =

2.29, df = 1/515, p > .05).
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Although it is atypical to consider the main effects of an analysis

H.Wh

that has produced a ignificant irteraction, the magnitude of the
immediacy variable was noteworthy. This effect falls within the range
of results that Lubi (1961) argues as a condition where it is matural

to consider the main effects even though a significamt interaction is

Mﬂ‘

obtained. According to Lubin, "In such cases, the usual procedure is to
substitute the inmteraction mean square for rasidual mean sgquare in the E
ratio formula,; and interpret the result as usual....If the mean square
for [a particular treatment effectl is signifiecantly greater than thsa

s then the treatment effect overrides the

mw

interactionm mean squar
interaction and therefore must be significant"® (p. B10O). This
procedure separates the interaction effect from the main effect,
mediating an accurate estimate of the main effect. This procedure was

completed and produced a significant immediacy effect (E = 21.678: df =

To further probe the meaningfulness of these results, a 4—group
discriminant analysis was computed in whieh treatment conditien served
4s the categorization variable and college student resistance as the
ébler A significant diseriminant function resulted

classification var

o
v

I-o
]
4]
4]
o]
s
Le
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Q
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D
]

(Wilks Lambda .701, X®# = 197.884, df = 3,
ad justed estimate of correct classification into groups was 44% (prior
probabilities were 25%4). Huberty (1972) has shown that adjusted correct

sification rates provide an approximate analogue to the percent of

cl

\ﬂw

e explained (e.q.; R&) ., Additional examinmation indicated the

n
[1a]

varian
structure matrix ' coefficient at the expected magnitude (.999) and in the
appropriate direction. Group centroids by treatment group were: —.536,

=.4679; .44%9, .B35, respectively.
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Prior research indicates that prosocial strategies are "effective",
"ineffective" at gsininmng student
compliance in the classroom (Kearney et al., 1984; 1985). However, the

results of this investigation suggest that the relative effectiveness of

those strategies whicn were asynchronous with teacher immediacy. An

immediate teacher who employed prosocial strategies was resisted less
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resisted maore

n

nonimmediate teacher who employed prosocial techniques was

wmn

than a monimmediate teacher who used antisaocial strategie
Anticipating consistency between teachers’ nonverbal immediacy

orientation and strategy type, Plax et al. (1984&) found that students

perceived their more immediate teachers ta use primarily prosocial BATs
and their more nonimmediate teachers to rely on antisocial BATs
Assuming replication of these results, we might advise immediate

teachers to continue to employ prosocial techniques for control, but
would recommend that nonimmediate teachers avoid the use of prosocial
strategies. To interpret, students may perceive their more nonimmediate

compliance as insincere. Claiming

]

teachers’ prosocial attempts to gai

that "you’ll find it a rewarding ard meaningful experience" ar that "it

will help you later on in 1life," nonimmediate teachers may be percelived

ul
b

as communicating sarcasm ridicule. Moreover, students may not assign

reward-based power to nonimmediate teachers. Given the negative affect

t ieve that such

o
o
e

el

M
]
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associated with nonimmediacy, students may

teachers can deliver on promises of rewarding es.
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These results also suggest that students resist immediate teachers
less. The magnitude of teacher immediacy, as opposed to the interaction
effect, suggests that student resistance may be primarily a fumctien of
immediacy. Moreover, this interpretation is consistermt with prior
research on teacher immediacy and BAT use. That is, Plax et al. (1984}

reparted that college students’ perceptions of BAT use were mediated by

Jpo
results of the treatment check revealed that students were unable ta

ot

accurately differentiate each BAT type when presented within the contex
of the immediacy stimulus. In contrasts; a separate sample of students
who were exposed to each BAT type in isclation Clearly classified each
as either prosocial or antisoeial. Consequently, a generalized approsaeh
or avoidance orientation appears to provide the framework for studenmt
perceptions of BAT type.

Tentatively then, we might conclude that immediate teachers who
occasionally resort to antisgcial means of control may be tolerated by

their students. For nonimmediate teachers, however, greater student

xpected regardless of strategy choice. Consequently,

I'M\

resistance can be
teachers should be oriented ta focus primarily on those nanverbal
"mmediacy cues that signal positive student affect. By establishing a
"track record" of immediacy and affect, students may be predisposed to
comply with teacher requests. Simply stated, students may be mare
willing to comply with teachers they 1like as oppased to teachers they
doen’t.

While locus of control may be associated with student perceptions
of the fregquency with which teachers employ strategies in the classrocom
{Stewart et al., 1985); internality/externality does not appear to

influence resistance to either immediate or nonimmediate teachers?’

23
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compliance-gaining attempts. Similarly, gender and year in school did
not provoke differential responses to any of the treatment conditions.

With regard to these particular student characteristics then, decisions

to resist or comply are associated with teacher behaviors.

résults of this investigationm should be interpreted within the

The
context of four potential limitations. First, college students were
asked to indicate their "likelihood" of camplianmce or resistance with

particular teacher demands. While we argue that students are capable of
accurately reporting their response tendencies, corresponding validation
of actual compliance or resistance in the classroom is desirable.
However, the presence of observers or video cameras may distort both
teacher and student t shavior in terms of displays of actual off-tast

behaviors: teacher reluctance in selecting potentially inappropriate

strategies to gain compliances: and capturing realistic sStudent
compliance or resistance reactions. Second, replication is needed.

Future reszearch should also examine secondary and elementary students’

responses to syrnchronous arnd ascynchronaus teacher immediacy
orientations and particular strategies employed. Third,

generalizability is limite@d to the particular behavieral target and BATs
used in the present investigation. Extended research should consider-
additional studernt behaviors and techniques representative &af prgééfial_
and antisocial types Finally,; the influence of other situatioenal or
relational factars on potential student resistance (e.g., perceived
rights to resist, relative benefits associated with resistance versus

compliance) should be studied.
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A variety of articles address both the internal and exterrmal

validity associated with asking students to role-play hypothetical

scenarios. Hithin the communication literature, deTureck (1785) is
representative of the proponents of role-playing. Within educational
researchs; examples of ‘'protocols" or "case vignettes" are common. The

primary point to be considered when creating protocols, vignettes or
scenarios is maximizing the accuracy of a behavieral portrayal. In
other words, substantiating the imaginability af a portrayal is critical

to both the internal and external validity of an investigation. Meeting

a carefully defined set of criteria coupled with a series of treatment

checks evidenced the success in achieving the necessary refinemert of

1]

[n]

ur faour treatment scenarios aﬁq thus, added to the wvalidity of our
research design.

“Power estimates for all effects within the ANCOVA model, assuming
a medium effect size at alpha = .05, were .995,
“Additional analyses were computed between the three covariates and

eses of BAMs within

i
]

perceptions of teacher immediacy and pro/antisocia
and across treatments. Results are available from the senior auther
upaon request.

%%hé discriminant structure matrix shows the carrelation between
the éﬁigiﬁal predictor variable and the discriminant function scores.

Extensive interviews with both elementary and secandary teachers

\m‘
i}

over the last ten years indicates that the presence of wvisitors, student

teachers, teacher aids,. administrators, or intercoms alerts both
teachers and students to surveillance. Such monitoring causes
disruptiaons of normal classroom dynamics resulting in observer/

experimenter effects.
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Table 1

College Teacher Scenarios

Scenario 1l: Immediate Teacher/Antisocial Strategy
You are taking a class from a teacher wheo seems relaxed, animated, and
vocally expressive during c€lass lectures and discussions. Mareaover, the
teacher smiles frequently;s ngages in a lot of eye contact and is
[

generally per i
occasions, the teacher has
unprepared. Unable to ignore your behaviors; the teacher firmally asserts
that you should come prepared "Becsuse I told vyou to" or "I1'11 lower
your grade if you dom’t."

ga
dly and approachable. On a number of
noticed that you are coming to class
ou

Scenario 2: Immediate Teacher/Prosocial Strategy
You are taking a class from a teacher who seems relaxed, animated, and
vocally expressive during class lectures and discussions. Moreaver, the

teacher smiles frequently. engages in a 1ot of eye cantact and is
generally perceived as friendly and approachable. On a number of
occasions; the teacher has noticed that you are coming te class
unprepared. Unable to ignere your behavioar; the teacher finally asserts
that you should come prepared "Because it will help you later on in life

rid

(or with upcoming assignments) or “"You’ll finmnd it a rewarding a
meaningful experience.”

Scenario 3: Nonimmediate Teacher/Antisocial Strategy

You are taking a class from a teacher who seems tense, veserved., and
vacally dnexpressive during class lectures and discussions. Moreover,
the teacher seldom smiles; avoids looking directly at students and is
gererally perceived as remote; aloof or unapproachable. On a number of
accasions, the teacher has noticed that you are coming to class
unprepared. Unable to ignore your behaviaor, the teacher finallvy asserts
that you should came pfepaﬁéd "Because I told vyou to" or YI1°11 lower
vyour grade if you don’t."

Scenario 4: Nonimmediate Teacher/Prosocial Strategy
You are taking a class from a teacher who seems tense, reser
vocally unexpressive during class lectures and discussions. Mor
the teacher seldom smiles, avoids looking directly at students
generally perceived as remote; alcof or unapproachable. 0On a num
occasions, the teacher has noticed that you are coming to cl

Tl T |

m
i |
(M}
T ]
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ignore your behaviaor,; the teacher finally asserts
that you should come prepared "Because it will help you later on in life
{or with upcoming assignments) or "You’ll find it a rewarding and
meaningful experience. :

o
o
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